
Ron, Assumptk~s

Here are my thoughts on what we sho~JId present to Quinn-Spear. How the conclusions would have changed with different aesump~ons

Brief ~urnmary of games to date Water supply

Ov~aii results of the Gaming ideally, we would present exoaedance curves fo~ south of Delta deliveries for each game
and for the scenarios used above for biological results. If that is nof poestbie, we should

Bld~og~cal present deliveries for average years and for the two droughts. We should also present
changes in ~hose deliveries relative to the Acco~ p~us upst~’eam AFRP because this is

Various |evels of improvement should be summarized, species by species, relative to the base the water users are Interested In. Assuming we can ever pin down exactly what
We-Accord requk’ements. That is, Accord plus upstream AFRP improvements, In-Delta "200 and 400 KAF/y~ar more than the Accord" means, we should also compare water
AFRP improvements, gaming improvements, federal proposal [late 1998] improvements, supply results with those two goals.
We should present these various levels of improvement so we can explain to Q-S the
significance of the gaming improvements relative to other improvements previously made We should then present general conclasions drawn from these data.
and to those proposed by federal agencies late last year. In other words, we should be
trying to answer the "so what" question for gaming. Russ can do this using the Water Quality
improvement equations.

We should use the same bases for comparison as above (pre-Accord, Accord +
These levels of improvement should also be relative to some overall parameters of upstream AFRP, in-Delta AFRP, federal proposal). The CUWA guys could choose the
biological conditions for each species. We should not, for example, present, as we did relevant measures (that is, locations in the Delta or at treatment plant intakes, constituent
last time, est~matad changes in smo~t direct mortality relative to direct mo,’tality without concentrations, and averaging periods). Narrative results could be used if numerical
the game. I thought we were mis~eading Q-S by showing, for example, a 20% decrease comparisons are not possible.
in direct mortality when in fact it was a 20% decrease in direct modal~ of about 1% of
the outmigrat~g emo~. Insights: examples only listed below

in ariditY:m, we should identify the assumptions that underlie the improvement estimates. The higher the alinwed pumping rate, the more reso~raes EWA must have to curtail
This is a major point of contention with the water u~e~, and we should not be presendng t~oea high rates.
resume in whk:h contentk~Js a~sumpt~ons are knplldt. We should identify those
es~umptiorts (the ones underlying RL~S’S equations) and give Q-.S ~ Indication of Surface storage is more valuab~ than groondwata~" storage because of the input-output
how the results wo~ld have changed if different ar~umptk:~e bad been made. rate~.

I en’,~a!on some sod of tsb~Jlar summary, perhaps as below. The entries could be Delta lslsnd storage was particularly useful, but water quality concerns must be resolved.
numerk~l or oarrath~. The ta~e could be fo~owed by a list of general co~c~uslor~, a
germral d~ of tbe assumpl~:~oa, and some Indication of how the goneral Uea of ~ pdod~ storage in existing reservoirs was vekJabie.
co~c~uslooa would have char~ iftha essumptk~s had been different.

Etc.
~ IMPROVEMENT RELATIVE TO P~E-ACCORD

ACCORD + IN-DELTA 1998
SPECIES UPSTREAM AFRP GAMING FEDERAL General Conclusions

WINTER Have not yet produced a game that satisfies all parties.
SPRING
FALL ~ important defidencies are as fo~ows:
SACRAMENTO 1SAN JOAQUIN (List these)

LATE FALL
DELTA SMELT Poesib~it~es for overcomIng tt’--~e deficiencies
SPLIT’TAIL
STRIPED BASS (L~t these)

General co~deak)oa Plans for Future GamIng

This ~::~Jld flow logically frem the above aoalyels.


